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Private sector responsible parties (the so-
called ‘‘polluters’’) have always paid the ma-
jority of cleanup costs associated with the 
program. In addition, all responsible parties 
continue to pay their share of Superfund 
clean-up costs, even though the dedicated 
taxes have expired. Under CERCLA’s strict 
joint and several liability standard, persons 
identified as contributing wastes to a Super-
fund site are paying their share (in addition 
to the shares of other contributors) of the 
clean-up costs. 

Even without industry tax revenues, 
Superfund will have sufficient funding from 
general revenues, fines, penalties, and profits 
on investments to support the program into 
Fiscal Year 2002. For fiscal year 2000, the Ap-
propriations Committees have chosen to 
fund between $700 and $725 million of the 
Superfund program from general revenues. 
In fact, Congress can fund the entire pro-
gram from general revenues, according to 
the General Accounting Office and the Con-
gressional Budget Office. 

Simply stated the Superfund taxes should 
not be reinstated—instead, general revenues 
should continue to be used to pay for the 
program. Reinstating industry-specific taxes 
is not consistent with Congress’ intent for 
the program, that is, whenever possible, pol-
luters should pay for the costs of cleaning up 
the sites they helped contaminate. The de-
bate over Superfund should not be about re-
instating the taxes. It should be about wind-
ing down the program as it completes its 
original mission and devolving the day-to-
day operation of the program to the states. 

Sincerely,
RED CAVANEY,

American Petroleum 
Institute.

THOMAS J. DONAHUE,
Chamber of Commerce 

of the US. 

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, now is not 
the time to consider tax increases to 
pay for government spending, espe-
cially at the same time we are experi-
encing a non-Social Security surplus, 
projected to grow as high as $1 trillion 
over 10 years, and at a time when 
American citizens are paying taxes at 
the highest peacetime rate in history. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor.
f 

SAFEGUARDING OUR SECURITY 
Mr. TORRICELLI. Mr. President, 

there are few matters of more impor-
tance to the nation than the safe-
guarding of our security. Every day, 
tens of thousands of men and women 
wear the American uniform proudly in 
all the world’s time zones while guard-
ing against threats to American citi-
zens and our interests. Perhaps there is 
no more perilous environment in which 
our servicemen and women operate 
than beneath the oceans. Because of 
the secrecy demanded by the myriad 
missions, Navy submariners have come 
to be known as the silent service. Often 
reluctant to speak on their own behalf, 
I commend to my colleagues attention 
the following article which is of great 
importance, not only to our nation’s 
undersea warriors, but to the nation’s 
security.

The commentary in Defense News 
touches upon an important oppor-

tunity. It is the chance to secure more 
useful life from four Ohio-class sub-
marines slated for retirement. The ar-
ticle suggests the possibility of con-
verting them from their strategic nu-
clear duties into tactical Tomahawk 
shooters able to provide our overseas 
warfighting commanders additional 
striking capability. 

I ask unanimous consent this article 
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

[From Defense News, Mar. 29, 1999] 
CONVERTED SUBMARINES COULD BOLSTER U.S.

POWER PROJECTION

(By Ernest Blazar) 
Power projection can be a difficult concept 

to understand in the abstract. It is a nation’s 
ability to make its military might felt be-
yond its borders—as diplomacy’s coercive 
underpinning, deterrence or in actual com-
bat.

American power projection has taken 
many forms in years past; the man-o-war, 
expeditionary Marines, the dreadnaughts of 
the Great White Fleet, the aircraft carrier, 
the Army’s 82nd Airborne division and the 
Air Force’s expeditionary wings. Different 
crises have demanded different kinds of U.S. 
power projection at different times. 

In recent years, however, U.S. power pro-
jection at the lethal end of the spectrum 
combat has increasingly relied upon a single 
tool. Since its 1991 Persian Gulf war debut, 
the Tomahawk cruise missile has become the 
weapon of choice when crises demand swift 
and accurate U.S. military response. 

They have cleared safe lanes for U.S. war-
planes through enemy air defenses. Toma-
hawks have hit terrorists. And they have de-
stroyed sites thought to hold mass destruc-
tion weapons. Over 700 have been used in six 
different strikes since 1991. 

As Tomahawks’ use grows so do the strains 
upon their launch platforms in the shrinking 
300-ship fleet. So some in the Navy and Con-
gress are seeking new ways to quickly boost 
the number of Tomahawk missiles—the 
power projection tool of choice—available to 
overseas U.S. commanders.

Attention has now fallen upon four Ohio-
class submarines to be retired in 2003 and 
2004. A now overdue Navy study to Congress 
reveals how these Cold War-era submarines, 
that once aimed nuclear-tipped missiles at 
the Soviet Union, can easily be converted to 
carry hundreds of Tomahawk missiles. 

Doing so would give the U.S. Central Com-
mand in the Persian Gulf, for example, one 
such submarine year-round, thereby almost 
doubling the in-theater inventory of Toma-
hawks. That would take the pressure off 
other Navy ships needed elsewhere, increase 
deterrence and strengthen U.S. combat 
power should strikes be necessary. 

The Navy’s imminent report has found 
that the four Ohio-class subs could be fitted 
with Tomahawks and Navy Sea, Air and 
Land (SEAL) commando gear for $500 million 
each. According to New Jersey Senator Rob-
ert G. Torricelli, ‘‘It’s an inexpensive way of 
adding a new dimension to U.S. warfighting 
capabilities.’’

All but two of the 24 strategic missiles 
tubes aboard the Ohio-class boats could be 
refitted to accept a canister holding six or 
seven Tomahawk missiles each, yielding a 
maximum of 154 cruise missiles. If some 
SEALs are aboard, along with their special 
gear, only 98–140 Tomahawks could be load-

ed—still more than any other Navy ship car-
ries.

The full warload—all 154 Tomahawks—can 
be ‘‘ripple-fired’’ from the submerged sub-
marine in less than six minutes. That is key 
because it allows the submarine to quickly, 
quietly and safely remove itself from the 
launch site after firing all its missiles. 

A submarine-launched strike of that size 
offers two main advantages. First, by virtue 
of its stealth, a submarine can launch a sur-
prise attack from within an enemy’s early-
warning perimeter. With no advance warn-
ing, large numbers of enemy targets can be 
hit before they are hidden, dispersed or 
emptied. There is no build-up of U.S. forces 
to warn an enemy of a pending attack. Sec-
ond, submarines are less vulnerable to at-
tack and counter-attack than are surface 
ships. If embarked SEALs are the best weap-
on for a mission, the converted Ohio-class 
boats can house 102 such men for short dura-
tions and 66 SEALs nearly indefinitely. This 
allows for a sustained special operations 
campaign, rather than solitary strikes, from 
a stealthy, invulnerable platform. 

SEALs can also use the submarine’s silos 
that once held nuclear-tipped strategic mis-
siles to store their unique gear. There is 
ample room for a hyperbaric chamber to re-
compress divers if needed and a warming 
chamber which helps SEALs recover from 
prolonged exposure to cold water. The con-
verted Ohio-class boats could also serve as 
‘mother-ships’ to special underwater SEAL 
delivery craft like the Advanced Swimmer 
Delivery Vehicle minisub. 

INNOCUOUS

Even though the four converted Ohio-class 
boats would no longer carry nuclear-tipped 
missiles, strategic arms control treaty lim-
its would still apply to these boats. This 
means the ships’ missile tubes, now filled 
with tactical missiles and Navy SEALs, 
would still be counted against ceilings that 
cap the number of U.S. and Russian strategic 
weapons. The Navy’s study to Congress has 
found that, while complex, this issue can be 
accommodated as has been done before for 
other strategic missile submarines converted 
to special, tactical duties. 

The nation has a rare opportunity to swift-
ly and cheaply boost its ability to project 
power. The conversion of these four Ohio-
class boats will complement, not compete 
with, other Navy ships and Air Force expedi-
tionary warplanes deployed to overseas hot-
spots. This chance to get new, useful life out 
of old Cold War-era systems on the cheap is 
the innovative and right thing to do for the 
Navy and the nation. 

f 

IN HONOR OF SENATOR JOHN H. 
CHAFEE

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to speak in memory and 
tribute to Senator John H. Chafee, who 
was for me not just a colleague and 
friend, but a mentor on the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee for 
the eleven years I have been in the 
Senate. Nearly every single environ-
mental statute bears the strong stamp 
of his commitment and leadership; 
Superfund, the Clean Water Act, the 
Safe Drinking Water Act, barrier beach 
legislation, transportation laws, the 
Oil Pollution Protection Act. The list 
goes on and on. 
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When John Chafee first announced 

that he was not going to run for reelec-
tion, a lot of us who care about the en-
vironment realized what a great loss 
John Chafee’s retirement would be. 
Now his sudden death reminds us all 
too quickly that he was an irreplace-
able friend of the environment. He was 
a very sturdy, forthright, faithful lead-
er at a time when the number of legis-
lators in his great party who consider 
themselves environmental stewards 
grew smaller. This trend has been con-
trary to the proud environmental tra-
dition of the Republican party that 
goes back to the days of Teddy Roo-
sevelt and contrary to what I find to be 
the opinion of Republicans in Con-
necticut who are quite enthusiastically 
supportive of environmental protec-
tion. Senator Chafee held high the ban-
ner of that tradition. 

He always considered himself a cen-
trist and I know that what he meant by 
that was not that he was neutral, but 
that he was committed to bringing dif-
ferent groups and factions within Con-
gress and outside together to get 
things done. One of my first and best 
experiences as a Senator was in 1990 
when we were considering the Clean 
Air Act Amendments. Senator George 
Mitchell, then Majority Leader, pulled 
a group of us together with representa-
tives of the Bush Administration in his 
conference room. John Chafee was 
there day after day, and night after 
night, throughout long, tedious nego-
tiations. But in the end, he helped put 
the pieces together for us to adopt a 
bill signed by President Bush that has 
clearly made our nation’s air healthier 
and cleaner. 

He was also a leader in the effort to 
protect against global climate change, 
urging the President to adopt an inter-
national framework to address the 
issue as early as 1988, and supporting 
the efforts to achieve the signing and 
ratification of the United Nations 
Framework Convention on Climate 
Change. We went to Kyoto, Japan for 
the critical meetings there to forge 
further agreements to fulfill the objec-
tives of the Framework Convention 
agreement. In that difficult setting 
John sent a message to the countries of 
the world which were being quite crit-
ical of the United States’ position, that 
there was bipartisan support in Con-
gress for taking action to address glob-
al warming. He and I then worked to-
gether with Senator MACK to sponsor 
what we thought was a modest pro-
posal in this Congress to begin to give 
companies that reduce greenhouse gas 
emissions the promise of credit if and 
when we adopt a mandatory system for 
controlling that kind of air pollution. I 
remember laughing with John that we 
must be on the right path because our 
proposal was opposed by both sides of 
the debate. 

John Chafee was the quintessential 
New Englander; he was a straight-

forward, very honest, very civil man. 
He also was a great outdoorsman. I 
think that some of the work he was 
proudest of involved his efforts to pro-
tect natural resources. He played a 
critical role in expanding our National 
Wildlife Refuge System and worked 
hard to conserve wetlands. He insti-
tuted several reforms to tax policy to 
encourage the preservation of open 
space. He was a great advocate right up 
to his death for full and permanent 
funding for the Land and Water Con-
servation Fund, which is so important 
to preserving open spaces in our states. 

John Chafee was a good man and a 
superb chairman. Always respectful to 
those who came before our Committee, 
he wanted to get things done. When it 
came to the environment, he really did 
get things done. I’ll miss him. We’ll all 
miss him. The Lord’s good earth will 
miss him, because he was indeed a good 
friend. My wife Hadassah joins me in 
extending condolences to Ginny Chafee 
and the entire family. We all do truly 
share in their loss.

f 

TRADE AND DEVELOPMENT ACT 
OF 1999

Mr. LIEBERMAN. Mr. President, I 
rise today to make additional remarks 
on a provision contained in the Man-
ager’s Amendment to the Trade and 
Development Act of 1999 adopted last 
week by voice vote. The manager’s in-
cluded a Sense of the Senate on Tariff 
Inversions that has raised some con-
cerns with several of my colleagues. I 
would like to engage them in a discus-
sion of the issue on the floor of the 
United States Senate. 

There is a company in my state, The 
Warren Corporation, that specializes in 
the manufacture of high quality wool-
en and worsted apparel fabric. This 
company has been producing luxurious 
fabrics for decades and recently in-
vested heavily in the U.S. to become a 
fully integrated textile mill with a di-
verse set of manufacturing operations. 
I mention Warren today because this 
proud contributor to the New England 
textile heritage could be adversely af-
fected by a tariff provision recently 
adopted by voice vote in the Manager’s 
Amendment to the Trade and Develop-
ment Act of 1999. I would like to call on 
some of my esteemed colleagues who I 
am sure have similar concerns in their 
states. Senator HELMS, is it not true 
that you have thousands of workers in 
the textile industry that could be ad-
versely affected by this legislation. 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President in re-
sponding to the distinguished Senator 
from Connecticut, it is certainly true 
that North Carolina is the largest of 
the nation’s textile and apparel states 
in terms of employment. In fact, North 
Carolina employs over 200,000 workers 
in this industry, many of which are di-
rectly involved in wool fabric produc-
tion. For that reason, I share his deep 

interest in this wool fabric issue. I 
want to make it clear that any such 
legislation would institute a unilateral 
tariff reduction on the part of the U.S. 
I do not believe that it is wise policy 
for the U.S. to simply reduce impor-
tant tariffs and gain nothing in return. 
These same fabric makers are essen-
tially precluded from shipping their 
products to many key markets over-
seas. My point is simply, if we want to 
consider reducing these duties, it 
would be better done as part of the up-
coming World Trade Organization talks 
later this month in Seattle. At the 
very least, in that forum we would 
have the ability to gain some recip-
rocal market access to our manufac-
turers.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, I rise to 
also express my concern in regard to 
this wool fabric issue. Like my col-
league from Connecticut, I have great 
respect for the workers and employers 
in the textile sector in my state. In 
particular the Warren corporation was 
mentioned. Eleven years ago, this com-
pany invested over $40 million in an 
abandoned textile factory in Stafford 
Springs, Connecticut. For several years 
they operated at a loss as they fought 
for market share here in the U.S. How-
ever, they understood that if they pro-
duced a quality product at reasonable 
price, they would succeed. Today they 
are one of the most respected suppliers 
of fine grade wool fabrics in the world, 
and they are providing nearly 300 jobs 
in a depressed area of my state. This is 
the type of investment and the type of 
jobs that we want to attract to our re-
gion. As a result, we in Congress need 
to be very careful about proposals that 
would cut the legs out from under a 
company such as Warren. Instead of 
unilaterally cutting their tariffs, we 
should be searching for ways to further 
encourage such investment. 

Mr. CAMPBELL. Mr. President, I too 
have an interest in this matter, but 
from a different angle. The U.S. fabric 
industry consumes virtually all the 
wool fiber produced in the United 
States. My home state is a significant 
producer of wool. If we approve legisla-
tion that damages fabric makers, it 
will have a direct and adverse impact 
on wool growers. The growers in my 
state are already suffering from surg-
ing imports of lamb meat. In addition, 
the price of their wool has been se-
verely depressed due to the fact that 
wool from Australia and New Zealand 
is routinely dumped on the world mar-
ket. As a result, I am on the record as 
strongly opposing any legislation that 
cuts U.S. wool fabric duties. It is crit-
ical that in the discussions of this issue 
members from the wool producing re-
gions are fully informed and involved. 
We simply cannot accept a move that 
would take steps to appease suit mak-
ers without fully understanding and 
considering the impact of such legisla-
tion all the way down the chain—from 
fabric makers to wool growers. 

VerDate jul 14 2003 13:56 Jul 12, 2004 Jkt 029102 PO 00000 Frm 00067 Fmt 0686 Sfmt 0634 E:\BR99\S09NO9.002 S09NO9


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-07-05T17:15:03-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




